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Abstract
Background: Peer support interventions can improve carer wellbeing and interventions that engage both the
carer and person with dementia can have significant mutual benefits. Existing research has been criticised for
inadequate rigour of design or reporting. This paper describes the protocol for a complex trial that evaluates one-
to-one peer support and a group reminiscence programme, both separately and together, in a factorial design.
Design: A 2 × 2 factorial multi-site randomised controlled trial of individual peer support and group reminiscence
interventions for family carers and people with dementia in community settings in England, addressing both
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.
Discussion: The methods described in this protocol have implications for research into psychosocial interventions,
particularly complex interventions seeking to test both individual and group approaches.
Trial Registration: ISRCTN37956201
Background
People with dementia who are cared for by a family
member are less likely to be hospitalised or move into
residential care [1], and have a better quality of life than
those in care homes [2]. However, family carers of peo-
ple with dementia experience greater strain and distress
than carers of other older people [3]. Family carers may
experience social isolation [4] through lack of personal
time and opportunities to socialise, and stigma resulting
in family and friends distancing themselves [5]. Without
support, family carers can feel emotionally and physi-
cally burdened and may experience interrelational con-
flicts, which may reduce perceived level of emotional
support and increase feelings of loneliness [6]. As inter-
ventions delivered by health staff can ‘medicalise’ the
experience of caring and raise stigma [7], interventions
in the voluntary and community sector can provide a
more informal setting for the support of carers. The
World Health Organisation noted the importance of
enhancing social relationships for carers [8], and peer
s u p p o r tf o rc a r e r si si n c l u d e d in the recommendations
of the National Dementia Strategy for England [9]. It
has been suggested that peer support can directly
improve wellbeing by decreasing feelings of isolation
and/or encouraging more appropriate coping strategies,
and enabling a change in behaviour, emotion or cogni-
tions [10]. Hence a body of work is developing to evalu-
ate befriending and peer support interventions.
Befriending and peer support interventions
A recent systematic review of befriending interventions
in healthcare established that befriending has a modest
effect on depressive symptoms. Interventions tend to be
short-term (around 3 months) and are often delivered
by professionals sometimes in collaboration with lay
volunteers [11]. For family carers of people with
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ness of befriending or peer support has been established.
A large Randomised Controlled Trial (RCT) of befriend-
ing found modest effects of long-term befriending, but
was not cost-effective [12,13].
However, carers reported that they enjoyed and gained
from the experience, particularly those who were
befriended by former family carers, which highlights the
potential therapeutic effects of peer support. Indeed,
research has found that peer support can help carers in
particularly stressful caring situations [14].
Relationship focused
In contrast to carer-focused interventions there is grow-
ing evidence that carer wellbeing may be enhanced
through interventions that engage both the primary
carer and the person with dementia [15,16], often
described as dyadic interventions. Such interventions
include the ‘Remembering Yesterday Caring Today’
reminiscence group programme [RYCT; [17]] which has
been widely used across Europe and is being evaluated
in a large UK RCT [18].
Aim
The present trial is one of three psychosocial interven-
tions being carried out as part of the Support at Home:
Interventions to Enhance Life in Dementia (SHIELD)
research programme (NIHR grant RP-PG-060-1083).
This trial evaluates the effectiveness and cost-effective-
ness of the SHIELD Carer Supporter Programme (CSP)
and RYCT, both separately and combined. The trial is
described here in accordance with the revised CON-
SORT 2010 reporting requirements [19], as applied to
pragmatic trials [20]. Developing trial designs for com-
plex interventions is challenging, and the MRC guidance
on complex interventions [21] emphasises the impor-
tance of selecting or developing a research design that
can evaluate interventions appropriately and efficiently.
The challenge for this trial was to find a scientifically
valid, but logistically feasible, method for comparing
contrasting interventions where one had an individual
focus, and the other a relationship focus within a group
setting.
Design
The trial is a 2 × 2 factorial single-blind RCT (Figure 1):
the 4 arms of the trial are CSP alone, RYCT alone, CSP
and RYCT combined, and treatment as usual (TAU). To
ensure enough participants to run viable RYCT groups,
we randomise between TAU, RYCT, CSP and combined
in the proportions 1:2:1:2. We collect data at baseline
(post-consent, pre-randomisation), and 5 and 12 months
after the first randomisation, with the main endpoint at
12 months. After randomisation, all participants are free
to continue to receive treatment as usual from statutory
and voluntary services in their locality. We conducted a
feasibility study before the full RCT in accordance with
MRC guidance on complex interventions guidance [21].
The design tests three null hypotheses:
i) There is no effect of CSP compared with TAU
ii) There is no effect of RYCT compared with TAU
iii) There is no interaction between RYCT and CSP
Setting
We are running the trial in community settings in
North East London, Norfolk, Northamptonshire, and
Berkshire.
Participants
Eligibility criteria
All participants are adult (18 years and over) English-
speaking carers for a relative or close friend living at
home in the community with a primary progressive
CSP CSP/RYCT
Informed consent taken from family carers and
persons with dementia
Baseline Assessments conducted
Expressions of interest received.
Screening for eligibility
Individual Randomisation of dyads
CSP TAU
RYCT TAU
2
nd Follow up: at end of RYCT monthly reunions in area (approx 12
months after randomisation)
1
st Follow up: at end of RYCT weekly sessions (approx 5 months
after randomisation)
Group Randomisation of dyads
Figure 1 Flow diagram of the SHIELD CSP-RYCT trial.At w o -
stage sequential dynamic algorithm is used in which participants
are first randomised individually to CSP or TAU and later on a group
basis to RYCT or TAU.
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IV criteria for dementia [22]. Carers have to agree to
take part in the full trial (with the right to withdraw
from the research at any time) and for the person they
care for to be approached to take part. Carers are
excluded if they or the person they care for have a con-
genital learning disability or non-progressive brain
injury. Carers with a diagnosed terminal illness are also
excluded as are those already taking part in another psy-
chosocial intervention study.
Recruitment strategy
Recruitment is both direct and indirect to address inher-
ent difficulties in recruiting carers and people with
dementia [23]. Direct recruitment targets participants
within the community using leaflets, flyers and posters.
Strategies for newer and ‘hard-to-reach’ carers include
invitations in local papers and newsletters. Indirect
recruitment uses gatekeepers, like the Alzheimer’s
Society and Admiral Nurses already in contact with the
target population. These gatekeepers tell potential parti-
cipants about the study and distribute recruitment lit-
erature. Contact details of potential participants are only
passed to the research team where consent has been
given for this.
Involving Service User and Carers
We developed the CSP intervention and supporting
related documentation in consultation with service users
and carers [24]. Former and experienced family carers
also have involvement as direct providers of the CSP
element of the trial.
Interventions
Each intervention is organised and provided indepen-
dently of the research assessments.
Peer Support (SHIELD Carer Supporter Programme)
SHIELD CSP gives newer carers access to an adult
Carer Supporter (CS), who is an experienced family
carer or close friend of a person with dementia. The
intervention was originally based on a model of colla-
boration and partnership with a local voluntary carer
support organisation [25]. The research team worked
with a Carer Supporter Manager (CS Manager), based
within a host voluntary sector organisation, to develop
the CSP intervention. There is one Carer Supporter
Coordinator (CS Coordinator) per trial centre who
recruits and screens the CS and is supported by the CS
Manager. In two of the four sites the CSP intervention
is provided by the host NHS organisation, reflecting
‘usual practice’ within their area.
Before being matched with a family carer participant,
CS volunteers attend a mandatory ‘Being a Carer Sup-
porter’ orientation and awareness course led by the CSP
Programme Lead, the CS Manager and/or relevant CS
Coordinator and local health and social care personnel.
The programme has six modules: introducing CSP;
experiences of dementia and caring; the Carer Supporter
role: what it is and what it is not; listening and helping
skills; working in other peoples’ homes; and dementia
awareness for carers and local resources. The CSs must
also agree to abide by the Code of Conduct and State-
ment of Confidentiality.
CSs and family carers are paired through a process of
matching based on demographic factors and personal
preferences, for example the type of dementia they have
experience of, and geographical proximity to one
another. We match pairs to encourage longer and more
satisfying peer support relationships [26]. The role of
the CS is to provide emotional and informational sup-
port to the family carer, offer family carers a listening
ear, and signpost them to local services and other useful
contacts and resources. We ask CSs to support their
family carers for at least one hour per week for the first
three months, and then reduce the frequency to
approximately twice a month for a further seven
months. Contact is face-to-face or over the telephone.
CSs must not carry out tasks that would otherwise be
carried out by a paid worker like nurses or home care
workers, or to give advice or respite care. CSs are sup-
ported by a CS Coordinator throughout the duration of
the match.
Group Reminiscence (Remembering Yesterday, Caring
Today)
The group reminiscence intervention follows the RYCT
programme for people with dementia and their family
carers [17]. Twelve weekly sessions, each lasting two
hours, cover a range of themes including: childhood and
family life; school days; courting and marriage; food and
cooking; and the next generation. Each session explores
its theme using multisensory triggers and activities,
including group discussions, small group activity, object
handling, enacting or improvisation, and singing songs.
The RYCT intervention is provided by either the NHS
host organisation or the host voluntary sector organisa-
tion depending on usual practice in each locality. The
SHIELD programme runs RYCT in community settings
such as church halls, with transport provided if needed.
Each group session is led by two experienced Facilita-
tors, supported by a team, including volunteers, health
and social care staff and trainees to facilitate small
group discussion and activities and engage the people
with dementia. All members of the RYCT team must
attend a training day led by one of the original RYCT
programme authors.
During four of the sessions, the family carers meet
together with one of the Facilitators and another team
member for about 45 minutes, whilst the other Facilita-
tor and remaining team work with the people who have
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and communication skills and consider how the activ-
ities and strategies used within the sessions can be car-
ried over into the home environment. After the 12
initial sessions, monthly reunion sessions take place over
a further seven months using previously successful
themes, or using new themes, depending on the prefer-
ences of the group.
Combined Intervention (SHIELD CSP/RYCT)
The combined intervention offers both contact with a
CS and the opportunity to attend the RYCT pro-
gramme. CSs matched with family carers who have been
randomised to this intervention group are invited to
attend the RYCT sessions, RYCT training with other
volunteers, and a 2-hour training session. The latter
focuses on the purpose of reminiscence and techniques
to encourage reminiscence at home, to enable the CS to
better support the family carer in implementing the
strategies and advice provided within the RYCT Carers’
sessions. The aim of this intervention is to extend the
benefits of RYCT through the CS bringing knowledge of
the care dyad to the group, and then encouraging remi-
niscence in the family carer’s home.
Treatment as usual
The aim of this trial is to examine effectiveness and
cost-effectiveness of interventions over and above usual
care, which varies between sites. Hence participants ran-
domised to the control group continue with any health,
social or voluntary sector services they are currently
receiving or commence once recruited into the trial.
Like the intervention groups, this group is also given a
list of useful resources in their area.
Implementation of Interventions
The MRC Guidance for Developing and Evaluating Com-
plex Interventions [21] recommends that researchers
monitor the extent to which interventions have been deliv-
ered to and received by the participants [27]. We have
designed measures specifically for this trial that capture:
￿ Treatment Delivery: the extent to which the inter-
vention provider adheres to treatment protocol, the
absence of any other intervention, and the quality of
the intervention
￿ Treatment Receipt: the extent to which the partici-
pant receives the intervention, the intensity of the
intervention received, and satisfaction with that
intervention.
These data are also entered into a MACRO™
database.
Measures
The primary outcome is health-related quality of life for
the carer. Secondary outcomes for the carer include
psychological well-being, social support, coping and self-
efficacy. Outcomes for the person with dementia include
quality of life, well-being, relationship quality, neuropsy-
chiatric profile, activities of daily living, and cognition.
To explore the active ingredients or mechanisms of
change of the intervention(s) (i.e. how the intervention
might work) [21], we ask family carers about the process
and experience of caring. To explore cost-effectiveness
analysis, we also collect information from them on
resource use and carer time inputs.
Primary outcome
The primary outcome is the family carers’ health-related
quality of life, measured by the validated and widely
used Mental Health Component Summary (MCS-12) of
the UK Short Form-12 Health Survey [UK SF-12; [28]].
The SF-12 measures general health status from the per-
spective of the participant, and in addition to the MCS-
12 also allows for the generation of a second sub-score,
the Physical Component Summary (PCS-12). Reliability
is 0.74 for MCS-12 and 0.78 for PCS-12 [29]. Validity is
0.97 for MCS-12 and 0.67 for PCS-12 [30].
Secondary outcomes
Family carer:
￿ Health-related quality of life: EQ-5D [31], compris-
ing 5 items and a Visual Analogue Scale (VAS).
￿ Anxiety and depression: Hospital Anxiety and
Depression Scale [HADS; [32]] comprising 14 items
- 7 for anxiety and 7 for depression.
￿ Positive and Negative Affect: Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule [PANAS; [33]] comprising two 10-
item scales one measuring positive mood, the other
negative mood.
￿ Aspects of caring: Carers of Older People in Eur-
ope Index [COPE-Index; [34]] comprising 17 items
measuring carers’ perceptions of their role, positive
and negative aspects of caregiving, and issues of
support.
￿ Emotional loneliness: the 2-item Loneliness Scale
[35].
￿ Relationship quality: Quality of Caregiver-Patient
Relationship [QCPR; [36]] comprising 14 items mea-
suring expressed emotion along two dimensions:
level of criticism and level of warmth.
￿ Coping: Brief-Cope [37] comprising 28 items mea-
suring approaches to coping.
￿ Self-efficacy: Revised Scale for Caregiving Self Effi-
cacy [RSSE; [38]] comprising 15 items to measure
self-efficacy across three domains.
￿ Carer distress: Neuropsychiatric Inventory with
Caregiver Distress Scale [NPI-D; [39]] assessing ten
behavioural disturbances associated with dementia.
￿ Social support: The Positive and Negative Social
Exchanges [PANSE; [40]] comprising 24 items
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and negative social exchanges.
￿ Social network: Practitioner Assessment of Net-
work Type [PANT; [41]] comprising 8 items that
determine type of supportive network available to
the participant.
￿ Personal growth: The 3-item version Personal
Growth Index [PGI; [42]].
Person with dementia:
￿ Health-related quality of life: EQ-5D [31] - as for
family carers, but completed by family carer if per-
son with dementia is unable; this proxy measure
does not include the VAS.
￿ Anxiety and depression: HADS [32].
￿ Relationship quality: QCPR [36].
￿ Quality of life in dementia: Two measures are
administered:
◦ Q u a l i t yo fL i f e-A l z h e i m e r ’sD i s e a s eS c a l e
[QoL-AD; [43]] comprising 13 items namely phy-
sical health, energy, mood, living situation, mem-
ory, family, marriage, friends, chores, fun, money,
self, and life as a whole (also completed by the
carer).
◦ DEMQOL [44] comprising 29 items covering
health, wellbeing, cognitive functioning, social
relationships, and self-concept; the carer also
completes the 31-item proxy version.
￿ Cognition: Mini-Mental State Examination
[MMSE; [45]] is a widely used rating of cognitive
function. Completed by the person with dementia.
￿ Activities of daily living: Alzheimer’sD i s e a s eC o -
operative Study - Activities of Daily Living Inventory
[ADCS-ADL; [46]] assesses functional capacity
across a number of daily tasks. Completed by the
family carer.
￿ Global functioning: Clinical Dementia Rating
[CDR; [47]] denoting presence and severity of
dementia. Completed by the research interviewer(s).
Resource Use
The Client Service Receipt Inventory (CSRI) [48] is used
to collect information retrospectively about use of
health, social care and other relevant services, accom-
modation and living situation, benefits, carer support,
and employment. It provides data from which we calcu-
late costs.
Sample size
We based sample size calculations on the BECCA [12]
and REMCARE [18] trials. These predicted effect sizes,
defined as average effect per participant divided by
population standard deviation, of 0.42 for CSP and 0.35
for RYCT. In a 2 × 2 factorial design using a 2:1 alloca-
tion ratio in favour of groups receiving RYCT, a com-
pleted sample of 240 dyads would yield power of more
than 90% to detect both main effects using a signifi-
cance level of 5%. This design would also yield power of
more than 80% to detect interaction between CSP and
RYCT equivalent to an effect size of 0.4, using an analo-
gous definition. As both the REMCARE trial platform
and BECCA retained some 80% of participants, we aim
to recruit 300 dyads in 13 rounds of 24 dyads to yield a
final sample of 240 dyads.
Randomisation
We use a two-stage sequential dynamic algorithm to
allocate individual and group based interventions. We
base the probability of choosing each group on the par-
ticipants’ stratification variables and the previous alloca-
tions for those variables. For the first allocation between
CSP and TAU the stratification variables are locality
and dyad relationship. In the latter, dyads are designated
‘horizontal’ or ‘vertical’ kinship, where horizontal
denotes spouses and siblings and vertical denotes
daughters, sons, daughters-in-law and other similar kin-
ships where there carer and person with dementia are
from different generations within the family. For the
second allocation between RYCT and TAU we add the
first allocation as a stratification variable to keep the
four treatment arms in balance.
The SHIELD administrator enters participants’ vari-
ables into a remote web-based randomisation, which
then allocates them in equal proportions between CSP
or TAU on an individual basis. Once adequate dyads
have been randomised within each site (target 24; range
16-30), the remote randomisation system allocates them
in a second randomisation between RYCT and TAU in
t h ep r o p o r t i o n2 : 1o nag r o u pb a s i s .H e n c et h ec o m b i -
nation of these two randomisation stages results in
results in the allocation between TAU, RYCT, CSP, and
RYCT plus CSP in the proportions 1:2:1:2. The
(unblinded) SHIELD administrator then informs carers
of their allocation by letter, and liaises with the RYCT
Facilitator and/or CS Coordinator as appropriate.
Blinding
It is not possible to blind participants or providers to
their allocated intervention in psychosocial interven-
tions. In this trial, for example, both the CS Coordinator
and RYCT Facilitator need to know which carers are
allocated to the combined interventions. However, we
do blind research interviewers who assess outcomes, in
particular by limiting accesst ot h ew e bb a s e dm a n a g e -
ment system. Research interviewers recorded their per-
ception of participants’ allocations for use as a covariate
in statistical analysis.
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Three formal groups meet regularly to manage the trial
within the SHIELD programme: the Project Manage-
ment Group (PMG); the Programme Steering Commit-
tee (PSC); and the Data Monitoring and Ethics
Committee (DMEC).
Ethical arrangements
Ethical approval was given by the Outer North East Lon-
don Research Ethics Committee (09/H0701/54). In line
with Good Clinical Practice, we developed a Standard
Operating Procedure for accurate and timely reporting of
Serious Adverse Events to the Chief Investigator. He
assesses whether either intervention could have caused
each event and, if so, reports to the DMEC as appropriate.
Consent
The main participants are family carers and it is hoped
that their relatives with dementia will also take part.
They each enter the trial only after giving informed con-
sent. We explain the nature of the research to all parti-
cipants and give them at least2 4h o u r st oc o nsider the
study information before seeking consent, stressing that
their care will not change if they choose not to partici-
pate. We also tell the general practitioners (GPs) of all
participants about their participation. If a person with
dementia is considered to lack capacity, research staff,
acting in accordance with the Mental Capacity Act 2005
[49] and the British Psychological Society Code of Ethics
and Conduct [50], seek documented assent from the
family carer. CSs also give informed consent as an
acknowledgement of the CSs’ Code of Conduct and also
because they are participants in a linked project evaluat-
ing the impact of volunteering on the volunteer.
Data management and statistical analysis
Data are entered into Infermed’sM A C R O ™ Electronic
Data Capture system for clinical trials that allows data
to be both entered and reviewed. Data are managed
within MACRO™ and exported to a statistical software
package for analysis. Multiple imputation with a linear
regression model will be used for imputing missing out-
come data.
Effectiveness analysis
After exporting data to the statistical package SPSS, we
shall follow the general approach of the UK BEAM trial
[51] and analyse relevant outcomes on the basis of treat-
ment allocated to test whether:
A. CSP, alone or in combination with RYCT,
affected family carers and their relatives;
B. RYCT, alone or in combination with CSP, affected
family carers and their relatives;
C. CSP and RYCT interacted in their effects on
these outcomes.
Specifically we shall use multi-level analysis of covar-
iance with outcome at 12 months after initial randomi-
sation as dependent variable and ‘outcome’ at baseline
and length of time on CSP as covariates, to compare:
( A )C S Pa n dc o m b i n e dg r o u p sw i t hT A Ua n dR Y C T
groups; (B) RYCT and combined groups with TAU and
CSP groups; and (C) combined and TAU groups with
CSP and RYCT groups. We shall also use linear mixed
models to study longitudinal effects at 5 and 12 months.
We shall treat RYCT versus TAU and CSP versus TAU
as fixed effects, together with gender and dyad relation-
ship. We shall treat the effects of locality (including per-
sonnel) and time as random effects and assess the
covariance structure of this. We shall undertake sensitiv-
ity analysis to test whether plausible changes in key vari-
ables such as carers’ ages and relationships to their
relatives with dementia would have affected findings.
Cost-effectiveness analysis
The primary health economic evaluation will estimate
the incremental cost-effectiveness of:
A. CSP compared with TAU, both alone or both in
combination with RYCT;
B. RYCT compared with TAU, both alone or both in
combination with CSP;
C. CSP and RYCT combined compared with TAU.
These analyses will take a societal perspective, and
measure effectiveness on the MCS-12 [28]. In principle
each cost-effectiveness analysis will have five stages: (a)
measurement of outcomes; (b) measurement of costs;
(c) estimation of incremental cost-effectiveness ratio
(ICER); (d) calculation of net benefits and derivation of
cost-effectiveness acceptability curve (CEAC); (e) and
sensitivity analyses. As these three analyses have many
possible combinations of outcomes we shall follow the
standard economic evaluation approach of extended
dominance.
Outcome estimation
The economic evaluation will employ the same proce-
dures for calculating scores and imputing missing values
as in the primary statistical analyses described above.
Cost estimation
The economic evaluation will use responses on the vali-
dated CSRI [48] completed with the carer. We will
attach nationally relevant unit costs to services used by
participants, using the most recent Personal Social Ser-
vices Research Unit ‘Unit Costs’ volume where available
[52], and costed locally where not, for example for CSP
and RYCT. The time inputs of carers and their lost pro-
ductivity (from giving up or reducing employment) will
be costed using a range of methods to reflect the oppor-
tunity costs to those individuals, and the consequences
of differences explored in sensitivity analyses. The
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service use and of carer inputs (a societal perspective).
We shall compare the outcomes and costs of the four
allocated groups. For example, we shall interpret CSP as
more cost-effective than TAU (both alone or both in
combination with RYCT) if: (i) it is both less costly and
more effective on the MCS-12; or (ii) it is both more
costly and more effective, and the decision maker values
t h ei m p r o v e m e n ti no u t c o m ea tm o r et h a nt h ea d d i -
tional cost; or (iii) it is both less costly and less effective
and the decision-maker attaches lower value to the loss
of outcome than the cost savings. In the fourth option,
when CSP is more costly and less effective than TAU,
the decision maker-would prefer TAU.
To quantify options (ii) and (iii) in this example, we
shall estimate the ICER, namely the mean cost differ-
ence between CSP and TAU (both alone or both in
combination with RYCT) over the follow-up period of
12 months divided by the mean difference between
these groups in the MCS-12 over those 12 months. We
will also estimate net benefit (NB) for each dyad from
the standard formula:
NB = λ × E − C
where:
E is effectiveness, namely the change in the primary
outcome; C is the cost for that dyad (services used by
the carer and the person with dementia, plus indirect
costs of carer time); and l is the decision-maker’s will-
ingness to pay for one additional unit of outcome. After
calculating net benefits for each dyad for plausible
values of l, we shall address the expected skewness in
the distribution of NBs by ‘bootstrapping’;t h i si st h e
technique of drawing (say) 10,000 independent replicates
with replacement from the original sample of (say) 240
dyads while keeping the four allocated groups at their
original sizes. For each value of l we shall use these
replicated samples to estimate the true proportion of
dyads whose net benefit is positive, and derive a CEAC
plotting the likelihood of CSP being cost-effective rela-
tive to TAU (both alone or both in combination with
RYCT) against l, the decision-maker’s willingness to
pay. We shall conduct sensitivity analyses to explore the
effect on conclusions of varying key assumptions about
costs and outcomes.
Secondary cost-effectiveness analyses
A number of secondary economic analyses will be
conducted.
The cost-effectiveness analyses set out above (primary
analyses) will be repeated from a health and social care
system perspective, which in this case will mean looking
only at costs to the health and social care system, but
still focusing on MCS-12 as the outcome measure.
We will use the EQ-5D for carers to calculate utility
using societal preference weights, and examine cost-
effectiveness with outcomes measured as utility (quality-
adjusted life years), first from a societal perspective and
then from a health and social care system perspective.
The stages of analysis will match exactly the approach
to be adopted for the primary cost-effectiveness analyses
described above. The results from these analyses will be
in the form of cost per additional quality-adjusted life
year (QALY) and will permit comparison with studies in
other clinical fields and with (for example) NICE
recommendations.
Other outcomes (for carers and people with dementia)
will be examined alongside costs in a series of cost-con-
sequences analyses to cast further light on the impact of
the interventions.
Discussion
The design of the trial is unusual since there are few
psychosocial intervention studies that merit a factorial
design; compare individual, group, and combined inter-
ventions; and undertake a cost-effectiveness analyses,
particularly where the unit of consideration is the dyad
rather than the carer. We know of no examples of fac-
torial studies that assess the impact of interventions on
the mental health of family carers. Hence this pragmatic
trial has the potential to inform and potentially influ-
ence policy and practice not only in relation to care and
treatment for dementia, but also in other chronic mental
and even physical illnesses. The SHIELD CSP-RYCT
trial aims to evaluate peer support focused on both the
carer through CSP and dyad through RYCT. This com-
bination seeks to support the family carers, their rela-
tives with dementia, and the relationship they share.
Supported carers have the potential to care for the per-
son with dementia to provide them with a better quality
of life than those in residential care [2] coupled with
economic advantages.
Acknowledgements
The SHIELD CSP/RYCT programme (ISRCTN37956201) is part of the Support
at Home - Interventions to Enhance Life in Dementia (SHIELD) project
(Application No. RP-PG-0606-1083) which is funded by the NIHR Programme
Grants for Applied Research funding scheme held by North East London
NHS Foundation Trust (NELFT). The grantholders are Professors Orrell (UCL),
Woods (Bangor), Challis (Manchester), Moniz-Cook (Hull), Russell (Swansea),
Knapp (LSE and KCL) and Dr Charlesworth (UCL). Professor Martin Orrell is
the Chief Investigator for SHIELD.
Site Principal Investigators are Georgina Charlesworth (North East London
NHS Foundation Trust), Sue Rey (Northamptonshire Healthcare NHS
Foundation Trust), Fiona Poland (University of East Anglia for the Norfolk &
Waveney Mental Health NHS Foundation Trust site) and Gwen Bonner
(Berkshire Healthcare NHS Foundation Trust). The following voluntary
organisations are also involved in the provision of the Carer Supporter
element of the programme: In North East London; Age Concern Havering,
Redbridge Respite Care Association, Carers of Barking and Dagenham, and
Waltham Forest Carers Association: In Norfolk; Age UK Norfolk.
Charlesworth et al. Trials 2011, 12:205
http://www.trialsjournal.com/content/12/1/205
Page 7 of 9Additional sources of funding for each site: North East London; Central and
East London CLRN (CEL1042): Northampton; Leicestershire,
Northamptonshire, and Rutland CLRN and Thames Valley DeNDRoN:
Norwich; Norfolk & Suffolk Health Innovation and Education Cluster (HIEC)
and East Anglia DeNDRoN: Berkshire; Thames Valley CLRN and Thames Valley
DeNDRoN.
The Web based randomisation system and MACRO™ databases were
developed in collaboration with North Wales Organisation for Randomised
Trials in Health (NWORTH).
This report/article presents independent research commissioned by the
National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) under its Programme Grants for
Applied Research scheme (RP-PG-060-1083). The views expressed in this
publication are those of the author(s) and not necessarily those of the NHS,
the NIHR or the Department of Health.
Author details
1Research Department of Clinical, Educational, and Health Psychology,
University College London, 1-19 Torrington Place, London, WC1E 7HB, UK.
2Research and Development Department, North East London NHS
Foundation Trust, Goodmayes Hospital, Barley Lane, Ilford, Essex, IG3 8XJ, UK.
3Mental Health Sciences Unit, University College London, Charles Bell House,
67-73 Riding House Street, London, W1W 7EJ, UK.
4Personal Social Services
Research Unit, London School of Economics and Political Science, Houghton
Street, London, WC2A 2AE, UK.
5North Wales Organisation for Randomised
Trials in Health, Institute of Medical & Social Care Research (IMSCaR),
Holyhead Road, Bangor University Bangor, Gwynedd, LL57 2PZ, UK.
6Health
Services and Population Research Department, Institute of Psychiatry, King’s
College London, UK.
7West Wales Organisation for Rigorous Trials in Health,
Swansea University, College of Medicine, Institute of Life Sciences, Singleton
Park, Swansea, SA2 8PP, UK.
Authors’ contributions
Contributions: GC, MO, and BW developed the original concept for the trial;
GC and KB drafted the original protocol; GC and IR developed the design
and methodology; MK developed the health economic component; GC
developed the CSP; GC, BW and JW developed the combined intervention;
BW led the development of the original RYCT publication; JW wrote the
RYCT implementation manual for CSP-RYCT; IR advised on the trial design
and methods and ZH developed the analysis plan; KB and GC adapted the
trial proposal as a protocol paper; all authors reviewed and commented on
drafts of the protocol paper.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Received: 22 August 2011 Accepted: 15 September 2011
Published: 15 September 2011
References
1. Mittelman MS, Haley WE, Clay OJ, Roth DL: Improving caregiver well-being
delays nursing home placement of patients with Alzheimer disease.
Neurology 2006, 67:1592-1599.
2. Hoe J, Katona C, Orrell M, Livingston G: Quality of life in dementia: care
recipient and caregiver perceptions of quality of life in demen tia: The
LASER-AD study. IntJ Geriatr Psych 2007, 22:1031-1036.
3. Ory M, Hoffman R, Yee J, Tennstedt S, Schulz R: Prevalence and impact of
caregiving: A detailed comparison between dementia and nondementia
caregivers. Gerontologist 1999, 3:1 77-185.
4. Lofgren AC, Bucht G, Erikson S, Winblad B: A comparative study of the
social conditions of spouses of long term patients cared for either in
nursing home or home care. Scand J Caring Sci 1992, 6:45-52.
5. Croog SH, Burleson JA, Sudilovsky A, Baume RM: Spouse caregivers of
Alzheimer patients: Problem responses to caregiver burden. Aging Ment
Health 2006, 10:87-100.
6. Sharlach A, Del Santo T, Greenlee J, Whittier S, Coon D, Kietzman K, et al:
Family caregivers in California: Needs, interventions and programs San
Francisco, CA: University of California; 2001.
7. Schulz R, Burgio L, Burns R, Eisdorfer C, Gallagher-Thompson D, Gitlin LN,
et al: Resources for Enhancing Alzheimer’s Caregiver Health (REACH):
Overview, site-specific outcomes, and future directions. Gerontologist
2003, 43:514-520.
8. WHO: Health promotion: Milestones on the Road to a Global Alliance. Geneva
1998.
9. Department of Health: Living Well with Dementia: A National Dementia
Strategy. London 2009.
10. Dennis C: Peer support within a health care context: A concept analysis.
Int J Nurs Stud 2003, 40:32 1-332.
11. Mead N, Lester H, Chew-Graham C, Gask L, Bower P: Effects of befriending
on depressive symptoms and distress: Systematic review and meta -
analysis. BritJPsychiat 2010, 196:96-101.
12. Charlesworth GM, Shepstone L, Wilson E, Reynolds S, Mugford M, Price D,
Harvey I, Poland F: Befriending carers of people with dementia:
Randomised controlled trial. BMJ 2008, 336:1295.
13. Wilson E, Thalanany M, Shepstone L, Charlesworth G, Poland F, Harvey I,
Price D, Reynolds S, Mugford M: Befriending carers of people with
dementia: a cost utility analysis. Int J Geriatr Psych 2008, 24:610-623.
14. Pillemer K, Suitor JJ: Peer support for Alzheimer’s caregivers: Is it enough
to make a difference? Res Aging 2002, 24:171-192.
15. Brodaty H, Green A, Koschera A: Meta-analysis of psychosocial
interventions for caregivers of people with dementia. JAm Geriatr Soc
2003, 51:657-664.
16. Smits CH, de Lange J, Dröes RM, Melland F, Vermooij-Dassen M, Pot AM:
Effects of combined intervention programmes for people with dementia
living at home and their caregivers: A systematic review. Int J Geriatr
Psych 2007, 22:1181-1193.
17. Schweitzer P, Bruce E: Remembering Yesterday, Caring Today - Reminiscence
in Dementia Care: A Guide to Good Practice London: Jessica Kingsley
Publishers; 2008.
18. Hounsome B, Woods RT, Edwards RT, Russell IT, Orrell M, Bruce E, Moniz-
Cook ED, Keady J: Reminiscence groups for people with dementia and
their family carers: pragmatic eight-centre randomised trial of joint
reminiscence and maintenance versus usual treatment: a protocol. Trials
2009, 10:64.
19. Moher D, Hopewell S, Schulz K, Montori V, Gøtzsche PC, Devereaux PJ,
Elbourne D, Egger M, Altman DG: CONSORT 2010 explanation and
elaboration: Updated guidelines for reporting parallel group randomised
trials. BMJ 2010, 340:c869.
20. Zwarenstein M, Treweek S, Gagnier JJ, Altman DG, Tunis S, Haynes B, et al:
Improving the reporting of pragmatic trials: an extension of the
CONSORT statement. BMJ 2008, 337:a2390.
21. Craig N, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Pettigrew M:
Developing and evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical
Research Council guidance. BMJ 2008, 337:a1655.
22. American Psychiatric Association: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders. 4th revised edition: Washington, DC 2000.
23. Feldman S, Radermacher H, Browning C, Bird S, Thomas S: Challenges of
recruitment and retention of older people from culturally diverse
communities in research. Aging & Society 2008, 28:473-493.
24. SURGE: Guidance for Service user Involvement in the Mental Health Research
Network London: SURGE (part of the UK Mental Health Research Network);
2005.
25. Charlesworth GM, Shepstone L, Wilson E, Thalanany M, Mugford M,
Poland F: Does befriending by trained lay workers improve psychological
well-being and quality of life for carers of people with dementia, and at
what cost? A randomised controlled trial. Health TechnologyAssessment
2008, 12:1-78.
26. Sabir M, Pillemer K, Suitor J, Patterson M: Predictors of successful
relationships in a peer support program for Alzheimer’s caregivers. Am J
Alzheimers Dis 2003, 18:115-122.
27. Lichstein KL, Riedel BW, Grieve R: Fair tests of clinical trials: A treatment
implementation model. AdvBehavRes Ther 1994, 16:1-29.
28. Jenkinson C, Layte R: Development and testing of the UK SF-12. J Health
Serv Res Po 1997, 2:14-18.
29. Ware J, Kosinski M, Turner-Bowker DM, Gandek B: User’s manual for the
SF-12v2 health survey: with a Supplement documenting the SF-12®
health survey. Massachusetts: QualityMetric Incorporated; 2009.
30. Ware JE, Kosinski M, Keller SD: A 12-Item Short-Form Health Survey:
Construction of scales and preliminary tests of reliability and validity.
Med Care 1996, 34:220-233.
31. EuroQoL Group: EuroQoL: A new facility for the measurement of health
related quality of life. Health Policy 1994, 16:199-208.
Charlesworth et al. Trials 2011, 12:205
http://www.trialsjournal.com/content/12/1/205
Page 8 of 932. Snaith RP: The Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale. Health Qual Life
Out 2003 [http://hqlo.com/content/pdf/1477-7525-1-29.pdf].
33. Watson D, Clark LA, Tellegen A: Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. J Pers Soc
Psychol 1988, 54:1063-1070.
34. McKee KJ, Philip I, Lamura G, Prouskas C, Oberg B, et al: The COPE Index: A
first stage assessment of negative impact, positive value and quality of
support of caregiving in informal carers of older people. Aging Ment
Health 2003, 7:39-52.
35. Stroebe W, Stroebe M, Abakoumkin G, Schut H: The role of loneliness and
social support in adjustment to loss: A test of attachment versus stress
theory. J Pers Soc Psychol 1996, 70:1241-1249.
36. Spruyette N, van Audenhove C, Lammertyn F, Storms G: The quality of the
caregiving relationship in informal care for older adults with dementia
and chronic psychiatric patients. Psychol Psychother-T 2002, 75:295-311.
37. Carver CS: You want to measure coping but your protocol’s too long:
Consider the Brief COPE. Int J Behav Med 1997, 4:92-100.
38. Steffen AM, McKibbin C, Zeiss AM, Gallagher-Thompson D, Bandura A: The
Revised Scale for Caregiving Self-Efficacy: Reliability and validity studies.
J Gerontol 2002, 57B:74-86.
39. Cummings L, Mega M, Gray K, Rosenberg-Thompson S, Carusi DA,
Gornbein J: The Neu ropsychiatric Inventory: Comprehensive assessment
of psychopathology in dementia. Neurology 1994, 44:2308-2314.
40. Newsom JT, Rook K, Nishishiba M, Sorkin DH, Mahan TL: Understanding
the relative importance of positive and negative social exchanges:
Examining specific domains of appraisal. J Gerontol 2005, 60B:304-312.
41. Wenger GC: Support networks of older people: A guide for practitioners
Centre for Social Policy Research and Development: University of Wales,
Bangor; 1994.
42. Ryff CD, Keyes CLM: The structure of psychological well-being revisited. J
Pers Soc Psychol 1995, 69:719-727.
43. Logsdon RG, Gibbons LE, McCurry SM, Teri L: Assessing quality of life in
older adults with cognitive impairment. Psychosom Med 2002, 64:510-519.
44. Smith SC, Lamping DL, Banerjee S, Harwood A, Knapp M, et al:
Measurement of health-related quality of life for people with dementia:
Development of a new instrument (DEMQOL) and an evaluation of
current methodology. Health Technol Asses 2005, 9:1-112.
45. Folstein MF, Folstein SE, McHugh PR: Mini-Mental State: A practical
method for grading the cognitive state of patients for the clinician. J
Psychiatr Res 1995, 12:189-198.
46. Galasko D, Bennet D, Sano M, et al: An inventory to assess activities of
daily living for clinical trials in Alzheimer’s disease. The Alzheimer
Disease Cooperative Study. Alz Dis Assoc Dis 1997, 11:33-39.
47. Hughes CP, Berg L, Danziger WL, Coben LA, & Martin RL: A new clinical
scale for the staging of dementia. Brit J Psychiat 1985, 140:566-572.
48. Beecham J, Knapp M: Costing psychiatric interventions. In Measuring
Mental Health Needs. Edited by: Thorn icroft G, Brewin C, Wing J. London:
Gaskell; 1992:163-183.
49. Department of Constitutional Affairs: Mental Capacity Act 2005: Code of
Practice London: The Stationery Office; 2007.
50. British Psychological Society: British Psychological Society Code of Ethics and
Conduct. London 2009.
51. UK BEAM trial team: UK Back pain Exercise And Manipulation (UK BEAM)
multi-centre randomised trial - effectiveness of physical treatments for
back pain in primary care. BMJ 2004, 329:1377-81.
52. Curtis L: Unit costs of health and social care 2010 Personal Social Services
Research Unit: Canterbury; 2010.
doi:10.1186/1745-6215-12-205
Cite this article as: Charlesworth et al.: Peer support for family carers of
people with dementia, alone or in combination with group
reminiscence in a factorial design: study protocol for a randomised
controlled trial. Trials 2011 12:205.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Charlesworth et al. Trials 2011, 12:205
http://www.trialsjournal.com/content/12/1/205
Page 9 of 9